Abstract. The article is devoted to the consideration of one of the facets of the sociocultural type 'official', which is significant for the linguistic consciousness of native Russian speakers and corresponds to the character traits of a typical Russian official. Based on the analysis of compatibility of the adjective 'official' in the XIX-XXI century texts, included in the National Corpus of the Russian Language, the authors represent the prevailing perception of the Russian official rooted in the Russian linguistic consciousness, trace its transformations, as well as identify those components that have remained unchanged for the two centuries. In general, the results of analyzing the Russian adjective 'official' represent a very unsavoury image of a state official. The texts included in the NCRL allowed revealing essential character traits of the Russian official: indifference, ignorance, cowardice, arrogance, insincerity. These traits characterize the sociocultural type 'official', that is a generalized image formed in the linguistic consciousness of native Russian speakers for two centuries.
Collocation of the adjective 'official' as the evidence of how the image of an official is reflected in the Russian linguistic consciousness
This study is devoted to the consideration of one of the facets of the sociocultural type 'official', which is significant for the contemporary linguistic consciousness of native Russian speakers. According to V.I. Karasik, "linguocultural character types can have ethnic and cultural significance, express the values of the entire community emphasizing the national and cultural diversity of the ethnos <...> or sociocultural significance describing a particular social group, as opposed to the rest of the society" [1] . Officials in the Russian linguistic consciousness, of course, are opposed to the rest of the society [2] .
As part of this study, the traits of a typical official are considered according to the collocation of the adjective 'official' in the texts of the National Corpus of the Russian Language (NCRL) [3] . V.A. Plungjan rightly noted that "with the help of the corpus it became possible not only to solve the known tasks more quickly and effectively but also to put fundamentally new tasks, which were previously practically impossible due to their labor-intensive characteristic" [4] . Among these tasks V.A. Plungjan singles out changes in the frequency of use and collocation of different language units. In turn, these subtle changes in the language, which are the result of analyzing the corpus data, can become the basis of conclusions about the changes in the Russian linguistic consciousness.
When studying collocation of the adjective 'official' based on the NCRL data, we allocate three chronological periods with a certain degree of conditionality: from 1835 (the earliest mention of the analyzed unit, included in the NCRL) until 1916; from 1917 (the year of the February bourgeois and socialist revolutions, which resulted in establishing a new Soviet state) until 1990; from 1991 (the year of the demise of the Soviet Union) up to the present. Such a periodization seems to us quite justified in connection with the fact that the word 'official' in Russian means a state official, that is, the person whose activity is closely connected with the state, the state structure and state policy. In this regard, it is logical to assume that in structurally different states (in the Russian Empire, the Soviet Union, the Russian Federation) officials and their types have different features reflected in the Russian linguistic consciousness. The conditionality of the proposed periodization is connected with the fact that changes in public life and linguistic consciousness do not occur at the same time; and the text, belonging to the same period according to the time of its creation, can relate meaningfully or ideologically to another period. For example, the fragment of the book "Meetings on the sinful Earth" (2001) And similar instances are quite numerous among other uses of the adjective 'official' in the NCRL texts. Therefore, the researcher should not blindly rely on the data provided by the corpus. Samples, obtained on a particular request, need careful investigating and thoughtful analyzing. According to A.D. Shmelyov, "A certain 'scepticism' about electronic corpus may often be associated with occasional illusion that their use itself can ensure the reliability of the research results" [5] . The mere use of the corpus is only a tool in the hands of the researcher, who must be able to efficiently apply this tool on the basis of the research objectives.
The NCRL is an inestimable source of information on the frequency of the linguistic unit occurrence. In relation to the statistics of using the adjective 'official' in the NCRL texts, we find the proof for the verity of our assumptions about the link between historical periods and the linguistic units functioning in the texts of these periods. The NCRL tools allow building a frequency graph of using words both in the whole corpus and in any of its sub-corpus. Regarding the adjective official, the NCRL user through using the tool "distribution by years" receives the chart, presented in Figure 1 . The graph of changes in the statistics of using the adjective 'official' in the NCRL texts demonstrates a significant drop in its frequency during the Soviet period and significant growth during the period of post-Soviet Russia. In other words, modern texts, associated with officials, began to mention them more often than in the previous historical period. However, such growth of frequency in using the word 'official' as a noun is not observed in the post-Soviet period according to the NCRL data (Fig. 2) . We believe that the collocation analysis of the adjective 'official' on the extensive NCRL material allows drawing sound conclusions about "psychologically real meaning" [6] of the word 'official', which is the name of the appropriate sociocultural type. The collocation of the adjective derived from this name, especially if the same collocations appear in the texts by different authors, demonstrates "the number of semantic components that updates the meaning of an independent word in the minds of native speakers, in the unity of all its constituent semantic features -more or less vivid, nuclear and peripheral" [6] .
Being confined to a specific study, we will focus only on the traits of a Russian official as a sociocultural type.
The traits of a Russian official as a sociocultural type
The collocation analysis of the adjective 'official' according to the NCRL demonstrates the perception of a state official in the Russian linguistic consciousness, their transformation for two centuries, as well as those ideas that remain unchanged. In particular, regarding the nature of a Russian official, we can conclude that the Russian language speakers reckon an official as an indifferent, ignorant, coward, and at the same time arrogant and hypocritical person. Bureaucratic ignorance during the heyday of Soviet power is also not found in the search results of the NCRL. Of course, it is impossible to draw conclusions about the attitude of Russian native speakers to officials on the basis of the corpus data. According to a fair remark by A.D. Shmelev, "the so-called negative language material cannot be extracted from the corpus in any way without a recourse to the linguistic competence of native speakers, i.e. the information about the fact which linguistic units and structures are unacceptable in this language. In other words, if a certain unit or structure is regularly found in the corpus, we can conclude with some certainty that it is the correct unit or structure of the language; however, if it is not found in the corpus, no conclusions about its acceptability or unacceptability cannot be made (and only assumptions can be made on the basis of analogy) without a reference to the linguistic competence of native speakers" [5] . It should be correspondingly noted that the conclusions about the ignorance of the sociocultural type 'official' made in this article are supported by our research and the other material [2, 7] .
Indifference of Russian officials

"Official symbiosis of arrogant noncommissioned officer Prishibeev and timid Akaky trembling with fear"
The character of a typical official combines seemingly opposite traits: arrogance and cowardice. This combination was metaphorically described by E.A. Yevtushenko through the mention of two Russian literature characters whose names have become winged. The ability of the official to combine servility and rudeness in his character, as already noted [7] , was reflected in the winged unit, which goes to the creativity of M.E. Saltykov-Shchedrin, "Either hit in the snout or shake the hand, please" [8] . Creatures of official fear include humility, obedience, obsequiousness, complaisance, toadying. An interesting fact is the almost complete lack of collocations that testify to the complaisance of modern officials. Almost all texts, which note the use of the adjective 'official' with the nouns of this topic group, were written before 1991: "Nelmin also fascinated the two influential dignitaries of the civil office, who somehow came to Kronstadt Shmelev that the absence in the corpus does not mean the absence in the linguistic consciousness, we will make the assumption that the cowardice of a modern official leads not so much to the complaisance, but to inaction, justified by the already mentioned official phrase "it is not my department".
The second side of the official nature, opposed to cowardice, is the above-mentioned arrogance, but, according to the NCRL data, this character trait of the official is much more complex and multifaceted. It is represented by such units as dignity, a complex of supremacy, pride, importance, ambition, hubris. All these traits are united into one group on the basis of the fact that officials, showing the given character traits, have no grounds for that. In other words, the sociocultural type 'official' has a peculiar arrogance to consider himself better than others and better than he really is: "'I am very glad, of course, not for you, but for myself that I see you here!' he said seeing me into his office, the decoration of which showed that Zakharevsky worked a lot and became more than mature: he has grown old, official ambition must gnaw him heavily" And again, we pay attention to the absence of combinations of adjective 'official' with the nouns 'dignity', 'superiority complex', 'pride', 'importance', 'ambition', 'hubris' in the texts devoted to modern Russian officials. Probably, the absence of combinations like 'official hubris' and others similar in the descriptions of modern officials testifies to the prevalence of cowardice in their character. 
Dishonesty of Russian officials
A Russian official, judging by the studied contexts of using the adjective 'official', is almost never honest: he balances between half-truths and lies: " ' it turns out that they subsidize us and will soon put the last jacket off and stand on the porch. But they are silent about the fact that we pay up to 100 per cent of water leaks, which, if we believe official tears, will soon flood Moscow. As for you, I do not know, but I do not intend to pay mismanagement and bungling of the officials for the third year" [V. Emelyanenko. Reformer of the people. The only volunteer willing to pay one hundred per cent for housing and services is being sued by utility providers (2002) // "Izvestia", 2002.02.17]. In the combination 'official tears' we see the transformation of the phraseological unit 'crocodile tears', which has the meaning of "hypocritical, feigned pity, compassion, insincere regret" [9] . Officials resemble crocodiles, eating their prey and shedding hypocritical tears.
Conclusion
The analysis of the collocation of the adjective 'official' on the basis of texts in the XIX-XXI centuries, included in the NCRL, allowed us to identify the essential features of the character traits of the Russian official: indifference, ignorance, cowardice, together with arrogance, insincerity. The corpus data allow concluding that the named unattractive characteristics in a different extent are manifested in the ideas about the officials of Tsarist Russia, the Soviet Union and modern Russia. The indifference of officials is the trait not subject to the influence of time, besides that this trait is found also in foreign state officials. Cowardice is also peculiar to officials of all time, and the ostentatious arrogance and hubris are practically absent in the studied contexts devoted to modern officials. But modern officials are more ignorant and insincere than the officials of the past.
In general, the results of analyzing the Russian adjective 'official' represent a very unsavoury image of a state official. Thus, it is impossible to forget that, according to the experimental data received by the Centers of sociological polls [10] , the profession of an official among the Russian respondents is characterized as highly prestigious, certainly, not because of respect to the representatives of this profession, but mainly because of the high official income. And it should be noted that the official character traits described in the article do not belong to a specific state official, even mentioned in the cited texts. These traits characterize the sociocultural type 'official', that is a generalized image formed in the linguistic consciousness of native Russian speakers.
